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‘The legitimate c')bg'é(ff of government,

IS to do for a communlty of p\bple
/ Whatever\txhey need to have done, but
cannot dG\a aII Or can not,,so well




‘e PPP's are contractual arr‘angerﬁéﬁts«wbreby the resources,
risks and rewards of both the public agency and the private
company. are combined to brovide greater, effiaém;yd better
access to capital and improved fompliance with a range of {
government reg\j‘plations regarding the environm?gnt and

/

workplace.

The public's interestsiarefully/assured through provisions in
the contracts thatiproyideforen=goeing monitoring and
oversight of thelGperation, Glgalsenvice, or. the development of
a facility. In this'way eVEryernewinsi—the government entity,
the private.company. andtheigenerallpublic.
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CIVICESASSESSIIEN
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* The Services Assessment Evaluation from
PPP Associates identified the following:

y.

/ > Analysis éf) Core,.éervige)s \ |

> Analysis Bf*A ditional

E——

> Potential FivesYearSavings ot $84-$109 million




TOTAL REVENUE

TOTAL
EXPENDITURES

One-Time
Transfers

Use of Fund
Balance

SURPLUS/
DEFICIT

RIVESNEAIRBIHOEHAREINSIS

FY2011
Budget

$414,669,436

$438,308,019

$10,398,678

$13,239,905

FY2011
Estimated

$429,170,000

$423,326,600

$10,398,678

$16,242,078

FY2012
Budget

$425,120,917

$449,153,154

$3,200,000

$20,832,237

FY2013
Forecast

$427,958,460

$457,874,154

$29,481,983

($433,711)

FY2014
Forecast

$443,063,060

$468,085,203

$9,070,500

($15,951,643)

FY2015
Forecast

$461,260,260

$487,201,783

$9,070,500

($16,871,023)




since structural deficits are

es, such as fund balances,(‘\
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REetEment=Rian

e Actuarially funded'at 79.3% as of-July 1,
/ 2010. Thg unfunded )accrued iability at |
this date was $67 3 million.

e Projected torberactiianallysfunded at 79.5
as of July# a5 20105




rlaalin lpsuranes
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‘Recurring Employe} C@éﬂﬁY@OlZ) | \E/
il - < x- \
/ e Current employees, ) - $ 14,280,948 (

e Current retirees _ & 4.168.493




< Altarreiva Saryiga Daljvary Vaelals
Curranily in Usa in sracarieic Coulnity
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e \Waste Consulting §érvices (Recycling) L
.x) \

ng and Maintenance. |

e Medical an Dental Services

/e Sﬂqftwakr“‘é\l?rogrammi
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AlLEINIEWVESSERVICENDENIVERNAVIOUE]S

Curranily in Usa in sracarieic Coulnity

e

e Sign Construction(énd Printing Serviceé\xt/--

O Certam Janltorlal Ser\nces \ |
/ \ \ J

° Supple ental Transportatlon Serwces

T~




AlLEINIEWVESSERVICENDENIVERNAVIOUE]S

Curranily in Usa i Frederick Coulrity
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e Mowing and Lank scaping Serv&es\ \5/

e Engineering and Surveying
/e EnDineering ant ! \ f

/

o Graphic Design Work

e \/eterinarans

MuUnicatieons; SERVIc




=EXAPIESIOIRENIIC=RIgVatE

- Parinarshios around i Naton

.--—"'"J

« Florida Division of E ‘Groﬁmntal Protection

formed Public- Prlvage Partnershlpsibgt have
kept open 53 state parks that would have f
been closed. \

100,000 riders' atdayiand’s
annually?

aviing $8 millien




XAl ESIOIREUICERRVALE

Parinarsnigs arotlsel tna Nardor)

i i 4

o The General Services’ Administration fouria\\\
private window clea/ning COStS wer~e,,i7%
lower than_govemmenﬂ staff, and private
op'é‘rationséosts’ for facilities was 38% lower
than traditional gevernment operations.




XAl ESIORRU)ICERAVAE
Prin2rsnios arolnd tne Nator]
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e Chicago Mayor Rig:hafic‘fb\ale saved $3.7L,
million by contractiﬁg out management of

/ ttharoId\Washmgto/r]) Library. \ :
e The City. of\A | essfully transferred

private agengcy llion
annually. .




2CN0[25 of PUdliesPrveEre

R,lrrneerr)J arouricl tria Nertjor)

. » Currently nearly 48 pe{z:en\o  cities in Amer}\a L
contract out for vancfus recreation sergLSes (as
/ do national and'state pa}ks systems).

:

e Cost savings from pubhc private partP\ershlps
with recreation facilities operation and
managementiypically rangesirom 20 to 50
percent, and/costiSavingsiirom partnerships for
park landscapinglandimaintenance generally
range from 10/ te)S0pErCent:

{




UIISENG

e Seeking feedback how: to'reduce recurring

expendltures. ~ N—
/T, Seeklng Input on the c)omposmon ofya PPP J

RFP. N%? that to date, NO RFP’s have been
reguested!”

e

e It is beneficiallin ri' omlcf”tlmes to

conduct'e nation to
identify of Q’_vices.




Weara Wa Go ironm plare

— )~ .x
1. Input from publio/earin \25;/
2. Evaluatlon of the< PP submltta\

Vi )lrect\§ evaluation'or PPP poter\mal and f
nossible cost reductlons/savmgs




< FPuglic Privaia Parigrsiios
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For additional

\) /

nformation, Visit:
www. FrederickCountyMD.gov/ppp
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